The Good, The Wrong, and The Ugly
The academic literature regarding exit polls focuses broadly on two areas, methodology and human interactions effects. Generally speaking, exit poll methodology is comprised of two com ponents, proper sampling techniques and the logistical practicalities involved in administering an exit poll. The conven tional wisdom is that election projections should be made where precincts are randomly selected (Mitofsky 1989 This discussion, however, is largely in the arena of survey polls, not exit polls, but there is no telling what the future might hold. There are a growing number of reasons why contemporary polling techniques would be required. For instance, the Edison-Mitofsky 2004 presidential election exit poll could not conduct -a true exit poll in Oregon be cause Oregonians cast their ballots through the mail. The growing discus sion, and actual use in goverument spon sored pilot programs, regarding voting with eBallots will also increase the move to conduct exit polling over the web. The sheer number of elections and surprise elections, such as the Califomia recall, will also require greater flexibility in polling techniques. Should Intermet polling produce more reliable results than pen and paper exit polling and should more states follow Oregon's vot ing method, or witness an increase in early voting (such as in Florida, Califor nia, Texas), the non-probability versus random sampling debate will grow. The use of absentee ballots and expanded election periods, as opposed to election days, will further lead to questions about the validity of traditional sampling techniques. While the history of predicting elec tions has seen its share of the good, the wrong, and the ugly, it is growing in creasingly vital that new sampling tech niques are used to accurately depict the electorate. Incorrect predictions could foment an erosion of public confidence in exit polls and the electoral system in general, and decrease the response rates of those who view polling regimes as serving a political agenda. Incorrect exit polls could also be used by policy mak ers and pundits to shape public policy. For example, when President Bush an nounced the nomination of then White House Counsel Alberto Gonzalez for attomey general, many pundits noted it was because Bush did so well among Latino voters, winning an estimated 45%. Since then, numerous media orga nizations and several scholars have re vised the numbers downward, likely in the mid-30s (see Leal et al. 2005 ). Exit polls hold considerable value for our po litical system. In principle, the use of exit polls represents an important ac knowledgement that the interests and opinions of the electorate are an impor tant component of our political system. In practice, they play an important role in the strategic decisions of politicians and political elites, and they provide the media with an objective resource for evaluating the quality of the bonds be tween our representatives and their con stituents ( rates which are in tumn contributing to the inability to make more accurate calls, and new sampling techniques must be experimented with to increase the preci sion, and credibility, of exit polling.
Exit Polling Methodology
Practitioners and consultants of exit poll projects spend considerable time designing and implementing their meth odology. While a telephone survey has the advantage of randomly calling any registered voter within the state, an exit poll is economically limited to a small number of sites. Ideally, exit pollsters would set up stations at every single pre cinct within a jurisdiction, so that no voter is left out. Of course, it is not real istic to recruit 20,000 volunteers to staff each of the 20,000 precincts in a state like Califomia. Thus, the key is picking a select number of precincts that accu rately represent the full universe of 20,000 throughout a state. If the "wrong" precincts are selected, the results may be biased. Therefore, exit poll research teams take considerable care to select precincts. In fact, this is the most impor tant step in exit polling. However, the selection criteria may still be flawed, as recent presidential elections have re vealed. Pollsters may rely on two meth ods for choosing their critical sample precincts: first, they may put all the pre cinct numbers into a hat and randomly choose precincts to include, or, second, they may purposely choose precincts to fit the size, voter turnout, and racial specifications that fit a given election. Because pollsters want a large sample size and good cross-sections of different types of voters, they almost always rely on a purposive random sample that al lows them to hand pick the precincts to include.
It is important that the methodologist is familiar with the universe they are interested in sampling, including the geo graphic distinctions and racial and ethnic differences within the universe. For an exit poll in the City of Los Angeles, pollsters would want to capture an accu rate representation of all Los Angeles voters. For example, if 50% of voters are White, 25% Latino, 17% Black, and 8% Asian, it is important that these same ratios are reflected in who gets inter viewed. Because there are not enough resources to set up exit polling stations at all 1,700 precincts in Los Angeles, poll sters select a sample of about 50 to 60 precincts, while also keeping the geogra phy and demographics of the city in mind. The easiest way to do this would be to pick precincts that most closely resemble the overall demographics of city voters. For example, voting precinct # 9007129, situated in North Hollywood, has a population that is 49% White, 24% Latino, 15%o Black, and 7%o Asian almost a microcosm of the entire City of Los Angeles. Or is it?
The reality is that the great majority of voters do not live in such racially inte grated neighborhoods. Instead, most vot ers reside-and vote-in precincts that 
The 2005 Los Angeles Exit Poll Pilot Project
In an effort to address the exit poll controversy, a team of researchers at the Center for the Study of Los Angeles at Loyola Marymount University (LMU) designed an altemative exit poll method ology.4 The new method, described as a "racially stratified homogenous precinct experiment," interviewed voters in pre dominantly racially concentrated neigh borhoods, and then weighted the final results with respect to each racial and ethnic group as necessary. A critical component to this exercise was the re cruitment and training of student exit poll interviewers. Participating students received a cash stipend, lunch, and mile age expenses for their participation in the project. No incentives were given for completing a higher number of inter views; instead, students were instructed to closely follow the interviewing guide lines. Given the current problems sur rounding the 2004 exit poll, this project was also an opportunity for students to make a visible and meaningful impact on the future of exit polling in American elections.
In order for the LMU exit poll project to be accurate, it was implemented in a rigorous and scientific manner. LMU researchers identified 50 precincts to be included in the exit poll survey, and two students were assigned to each precinct to carry out the interviews. Bilingual students were used in heavily Latino and Asian communities. Exit polling was conducted from 7:00 am to 8:00 pm, the entire time that the polls were open. Prior to the May 17, 2005, election, students attended two training sessions and received instructions on recruiting participants, skip pattern, and the confi dentiality of the data. The exit poll im plemented a traditional skip pattern and replacement strategy.5 The interviews were self-administered, meaning that vot ers filled out a quick survey card on their own, while the students concentrated on recruiting voters to participate as they left the voting precinct. In total, 100 stu dent exit pollsters were needed to carry out the project on The LMU exit poll was carried out in 50 precincts across Los Angeles, and administered in five languages: English, Spanish, Chinese, Korean, and Tagolog. The Los Angeles Times poll was carried out in 59 precincts and available only in English and Spanish. In addition, the LMU poll specifically chose precincts in homogenous racial communities. For example, the precincts selected by LMU consisted of:
10
heavily White communities 10 heavily Latino communities 10 heavily Black communities 10 heavily Asian communities 10 mixed-race communities These final 10 precincts were in "mixed" or heterogeneous neighbor hoods where no group comprised a clear majority. According to our analysis of precincts in Los Angeles, about one-fifth of polling places are located in "mixed" communities, with over 80% of polling places in racially homogenous communi ties. For the most part, Angelinos continue to live and vote in racially segregated pre cincts. Therefore it is important that the respondents to the exit poll come from such precincts. In comparison, the Los Angeles Times interviewed an over whelming majority of its respondents in mixed-race precincts, as noted in Table 2 University exit poll implemented a ra cially stratified homogenous precinct approach that specifically designated pre cincts in predominantly White, Black, Latino, and Asian neighborhoods, with a handful of mixed-race precincts. The Los Angeles Times poll included mostly mixed-race precincts and only a few ra cially homogenous precincts. The result was different results. We argue that the racially stratified homogenous precinct approach is more accurate because it is a more natural, or realistic, approach to exit polling in a diverse, and residentially segregated city.
